Fort Hall Indian Reservation

Environmental Waste
Management Program
P.O. Box 306
Fort Hall, ID 83203

Phone: (208) 236-1048
(208) 236-1049

ewmp @sbtribes.com
April 26, 2016

Mr. Jonathan Williams, RPM
EPA Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900
Seattle, WA 98101

SUBJECT: CULTURAL SURVEY
Dear Mr. Williams:

On Thursday April 21, 2016, I had a conversation with you regarding the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes’ request for a Cultural Resource Survey slated for excavation at the
Western Undeveloped Area of the FMC Operable Unit, which is part of the Eastern
Michaud Flats Superfund Site. During this conversation you asked me if the Tribes were
requesting this survey as a means to delay the work at the FMC OU. I assured you at that
time this was not the case.

As you know, following the discovery of human remains in the FMC OU in 2014, the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes submitted written comments on the Soil Remedial Design in
March 2014 requesting that a Cultural Resource Survey be completed in the Western
Undeveloped Area at the FMC OU. The Tribes again submitted comments in May 2015
and in March 2016 regarding the need for a Cultural Resource Survey to be completed.
Since that time you have allowed FMC to complete soil borings in this area as well as
continued soil pre-conditioning, despite the Tribes’ April 8, 2016 letter requesting that
work in this area be discontinued until a survey has been completed.

FMC acquired the property that is now fee land, however, this property still remains within
the boundaries of the Fort Hall Reservation. Historically and culturally significant
activities are likely to have taken place on and around what is now the FMC OU given its
location between the site of the discovery of human remains and the Fort Hall Bottoms—
an area of great cultural and religious significance to the Tribes. EPA has a responsibility
to consider possible effects on culturally or historically sensitive areas and on treaty-
protected natural resources. This is standard due diligence by a federal agency, and is
recognized in EPA’s newly-published Policy on Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribes: Guidance for Discussing Tribal Treaty Rights.




The fact the Tribes have had to repeatedly ask for the survey, justify the request, and assure
this is not a tactic for delay shows complete disregard for the Tribes’ interests, a lack of
respect for the Tribes’ concerns, and a potential abdication of the federal Trust
Responsibility to protect tribal resources. Further, given EPA’s concerns about delay, it
would have been appropriate for EPA to require FMC to conduct such a survey at an earlier
time in accordance with the Tribes’ requests which were first made over two years ago.

You have communicated the need for your management to approve the Cultural Resource
Survey. In turn, the Tribes requested that any contracted archaeologists selected to perform
the survey provide detailed information on their experience and knowledge of the
Shoshone-Bannock culture and customs, in order to ensure that the survey is properly
conducted.

We look forward to completion of this survey so progress toward cleaning up the FMC OU
can move forward.

Sincerely,

Helty (,(,Q@?Qm

Kelly Wright
EWMP Manager
Shoshone Bannock Tribes

cc:  Arnold Appeney, SBT LU Director
Casper Appeney, SBT LUPC
Tony Galloway, SBT LUPC
Ladd Edmo, SBT LUPC
Sheryl Bilbrey, EPA Region 10
Sheila Fleming, EPA Region 10
Beth Sheldrake, EPA Region 10
Jim Woods, EPA Region 10
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ATTACHMENT

EPA POLICY ON CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
WITH INDIAN TRIBES: GUIDANCE FOR DISCUSSING
TRIBAL TREATY RIGHTS



EPA Policy on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribes:
Guidance for Discussing Tribal Treaty Rights

Introduction 7
EPA recognizes the importance of respecting tribal treaty rights and its obligation to do so. The

purpose of this Guidance is to enhance EPA’s consultations under the EPA Policy on Consultation
and Coordination with Indian Tribes in situations where tribal treaty rights may be affected by a
proposed EPA action. Specifically, this Guidance provides assistance on consultation with respect
to EPA decisions focused on specific gelographic areas when tribal treaty rights relating to natural
resources may exist in, or treaty-protected resources may rely upon, those areas.' In these instances,
during consultation with federally recognized tribes (tribes), EPA will seek information and
recommendations on tribal treaty rights in accordance with this Guidance. EPA will subsequently
consider all relevant information obtained to help ensure that EPA’s actions do not conflict with
treaty rights, and to help ensure that EPA is fully informed when it seeks to implement its programs
and to further protect treaty rights and resources when it has discretion to do so.?

The U.S. Constitution defines treaties as part of the supreme law of the land, with the same legal
force as federal statutes. Treaties are to be interpreted in accordance with the federal Indian canons
of construction, a set of long-standing principles developed by courts to guide the interpretation of
treaties between the U.S. government and Indian tribes.’ As the Supreme Court has explained,
treaties should be construed liberally in favor of tribes, giving effect to the treaty terms as tribes
would have understood them, with ambiguous provisions interpreted for their benefit. Only
Congress may abrogate Indian treaty rights, and courts will not find that abrogation has occurred
absent clear evidence of congressional intent. We note that this Guidance does not create any new
legal obligations for EPA or expand the authorities granted by EPA’s underlying statutes, nor does
it alter or diminish any existing EPA treaty responsibilities.

Determining When to Ask About Treaty Rights During Tribal Consultation
EPA consultation with tribes provides the opportunity to ask whether a proposed EPA action that is

focused on a specific geographic location may affect treaty-protected rights. Because treaty rights
analyses are complex, staff are expected to inquire early about treaty rights.

Certain types of EPA actions, namely those that are focused on a specific geographic area, are
more likely than others to have potential implications for treaty-protected natural resources. For
example, EPA review of tribal or state water quality standards as a basis for National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permits typically focuses on a specific water body. If a treaty

! This Guidance focuses on consultation in the context of treaties. EPA recognizes, however, that there are similar
tribal rights in other sources of law such as federal statutes (e.g., congressionally enacted Indian land claim
settlements).
2 EPA Administrator, December 1, 2814 Memorandum, Commemorating the 30th Anniversary of the EPA Indian
Policy.
3 Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa, 526 U.S, 172 (1999).
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reserves to tribes a right to fish in the water body, then EPA should consult with tribes on treaty
rights, since protecting fish may involve protection of water quality in the watershed.

Another example of an action in a specific geographic area is a site-specific decision made under
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, such as a Record
of Decision for a site, or the potential use of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
for a cleanup. Other examples include a site-specific landfill exemption determination under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act or other similar types of regulatory exemptions for
specific geographic areas. In each case, employing the following questions in this Guidance during
consultation may inform EPA of when treaty rights are present in the defined area and may be
affected by the proposed decision.

For purposes of this Guidance, the treaty rights most likely to be relevant to an EPA action are
rights related to the protection or use of natural resources, or related to an environmental condition
necessary to support the natural resource, that are found in treaties that are in effect. Other treaty
provisions, for example those concerning tribal jurisdiction or reservation boundaries, are outside
the scope of this Guidance.

EPA actions that are national in scope, and thus not within a focused geographic area, fall outside
the scope of this Guidance, because EPA actions focused on specific geographic areas are the ones
we believe are most likely to potentially affect specific treaty rights. Examples of such activities
outside the scope of this Guidance include the development of National Ambient Air Quality
Standards under the Clean Air Act or the national registration of pesticides under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act.

Where tribes raise treaty rights as a basis for consultation on issues that are national in scope, or
treaty rights otherwise are raised during consultation on national actions, this Guidance can assist
in the treaty rights consultation discussion.

In addition, EPA staff should be aware that treaty rights issues in the context of compliance
monitoring and enforcement actions should be considered when consulting with tribes pursuant to
the Guidance on the Enforcement Principles of the 1984 Indian Policy and the Restrictions on
Communications with Outside Parties Regarding Enforcement Actions, EPA should also act
consistent with the EPA Policy on Environmental Justice for Working with Federally Recognized
Tribes and Indigenous Peoples.

Questions to Raise During Consultation
EPA should employ the following three questions during consultations when proposing an action

that may affect tribal treaty rights within a specific geographic area. These questions may also be
employed when treaty rights arise in other contexts. Collaboration between program and legal staff
before and during consultation is an important aspect of ensuring both that these questions are
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asked and the answers are understood. For any treaty rights discussion raised during consultation,

the tribe may identify particular tribal officials to consult with EPA about treaty rights. It is
important that EPA work to ensure that consultation occurs with the appropriate tribally identified

officials.

(1) Do treaties exist within a specific geographic area?

This question is designed to help EPA determine when a treaty and its related resources exist
within the specific geographic area of the proposed action. This question is important because
tribes may possess freaty rights both inside and outside the boundaries of reservations. In some
cases, EPA may already be aware of existing, relevant resource-based treaty rights in a specific
geographic area; for example, when a tribe has treaty rights within the boundaries of its
reservation or near its reservation. In other cases, EPA may not be aware of the full effects of
the treaty rights, or EPA may find it difficult to determine when a specific geographic area has
an associated treaty right. For example, some tribes in the Great Lakes area retain hunting,
fishing, and gathering rights both in areas within their reservations and in areas outside their
reservation boundaries, commonly referred to as ceded territories. Similarly, some tribes in the
Pacific Northwest retain the right to fish in their “usual and accustomed”™ fishing grounds and
stations both within and outside their reservation boundaries, and retained the right to hunt and
gather throughout their traditional territories.

(2) What treaty rights exist in, or what treaty-protected resources rely upon, the specific

(3)

geographic area?

This question is designed to help EPA understand the type of treaty rights that a tribe may
retain. By asking this question, EPA can better understand the complexities that are often
involved in treaty rights and better understand whether the proposed EPA action could affect
those rights. Some treaties explicitly state the protected rights and resources. For example, a
treaty may reserve or protect the right to “hunt,” “fish,” or “gather” a particular animal or plant
in specific areas. Treaties also may contain necessarily implied rights. For example, an explicit
treaty right to fish in a specific area may include an implied right to sufficient water quantity or
water quality to ensure that fishing is possible. Similarly, an explicit treaty right to hunt, fish, or
gather may include an implied right to a certain level of environmental quality to maintain the
activity or a guarantee of access to the activity site.

How are treaty rights potentially affected by the proposed action?

This question is designed to help EPA understand how a treaty right may be affected by the
proposed action. EPA should explain the proposed action, provide any appropriate technical
information that is available, and solicit input about any resource-based treaty rights. It is also
appropriate to ask the tribe for any recommendations for EPA to consider to ensure a treaty
right is protected.



EPA Actions That May Affect Treaty Rights
EPA’s next steps typically will involve conducting legal and policy analyses in order to determine

how to protect the rights. These analyses are often complex and depend upon the context and
circumstances of the particular situation. Issues that may arise often involve precedent-setting
questions or warrant coordination with other federal agencies. It is expected that the EPA lead
office or region that engaged in the tribal consultation about the potentially affected treaty rights
will coordinate with the Office of International and Tribal Affairs, the Office of General Counsel,
and appropriate Offices of Regional Counsel to conduct these analyses. Although the details of
how to conduct such legal and policy analyses are not addressed by this Guidance, the EPA process
may warrant continued or additional consulitation with tribes.

Conclusion
EPA is committed to both protecting treaty rights and improving our consultations with tribes on

treaty rights. As part of its commitment, EPA will emphasize staff training and knowledge-sharing
on the importance of respecting tribal treaty rights in order to better implement this Guidance. As
EPA gains experience on tribal treaty rights and builds upon its prior knowledge, the Agency may
modify this Guidance to meet this commitment. ‘

Final February 2016



